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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . In view of the Remarks in the Appeal Brief filed on 06/30/08, PROSECUTION IS 
HEREBY REOPENED. See rejection set forth below. To avoid abandonment of the application, 
appellant must exercise one of the following two options: 

(1) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply under 37 CFR 
1.1 13 (if this Office action is final); or, (2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal 
under 37 CFR 41 .3 1 followed by an appeal brief under 37 CFR 41.37. The previously paid 
notice of appeal fee and appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the 
appeal fees set forth in 37 CFR 41.20 have been increased since they were previously paid, then 
appellant must pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by signing below: 

/Diego Gutierrez/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 283 1 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
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claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S. C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S. C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S. C. 103(a). 
4. Claims 1-2 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dean et 
al (US 6,414,489 Bl) in view of Jacques Alphand (FR 2833278 Al). 

With regard to claim 1, Dean discloses a magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) device 
(Figure 1 A) comprising a diagnostic space (#32), a main magnetic system for generating a main 
magnetic field in said diagnostic space (#10), a gradient magnetic coil system comprising a 
gradient coil for generating at least one gradient of the main magnetic field (#18), and noise 
reducing means for reducing noise that is generated as a result of vibrations of the gradient coil, 
characterized in that the noise reducing means comprises a sound-absorbing panel disposed 
between the gradient coil and the diagnostic space (#30). 

Furthermore, Dean discloses the claimed invention as stated above except for specifying 
the capability of the sound-absorbing panel to have channels having an open end and a closed 
end. However, Alphand discloses a sound-absorbing panel comprising channels having an open 
end and a closed end (Figures 1 and 3, panel #1 with channels #5). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Dean's sound absorbing panel of the MRI device to have channels having an open end and a 
closed end as taught by Alphand for the purpose of using an efficient structure to eliminate the 
noise created in the MRI system to comfort the patient and avoid blurring of the image. 
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5. With regards to claim 2, Dean discloses the MRI device of claim 1, characterized in that 
the sound-absorbing panel has an absorption coefficient in the order of at least 0.5, more 
preferably in the order of at least 0.75 dB for at least part of the frequency range between 20 Hz 
and 4000 Hz (columns 3 and 4, lines 52 - 67 and 1 - 22, respectively). 

6. With respect to claim 4, Dean discloses the MRI device of claim 1, characterized in that 
said channels extend at least substantially in a direction parallel to the direction between the 
diagnostic space and the gradient coil (Figures 1 and 2). 

7. With respect to claim 1 5, Dean discloses the MRI device of claim 1 , characterized in that 
the radio frequency transmission coil system comprises an electrically conductive winding which 
extends at least in part between at least some of the channels (Figure 1). 

8. With respect to claim 16, Dean discloses the MRI device of claim 1 , characterized in that 
the radio frequency transmission coil system comprises at least one electrically conductive layer, 
with which the sound-absorbing panel is coated on the side of the diagnostic space and which 
openings are present at the location of any open ends of the channels that may be present on the 
side of the diagnostic space (Figures 1 and 4). 

9. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dean et al (US 
6,414,489 Bl) in view of Ham (US 6,628,1 17 B2). 

With regard to claim 1 , Dean discloses a magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) device 
(Figure 1 A) comprising a diagnostic space (#32), a main magnetic system for generating a main 
magnetic field in said diagnostic space (#10), a gradient magnetic coil system comprising a 
gradient coil for generating at least one gradient of the main magnetic field (#18), and noise 
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reducing means for reducing noise that is generated as a result of vibrations of the gradient coil, 
characterized in that the noise reducing means comprises a sound-absorbing panel disposed 
between the gradient coil and the diagnostic space (#30). 

Furthermore, Dean discloses the claimed invention as stated above except for the sound- 
absorbing panel comprising glass wool. However, Ham discloses the sound-absorbing panel 
comprising glass wool (Column 3, lines 19-30). It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the sound-absorbing panel 
comprising glass wool as taught by Ham with Dean's MRY system since it has been held to be 
within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its 
suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 
416. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

10. Claims 5-18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

1 1 . The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 

a. With respect to claim 5, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI) device comprising the channels extend at least substantially in a direction 
parallel to the direction between the diagnostic space and the gradient coil in combination 
with the remaining limitations of claim 1 above. 
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b. With respect to claim 6, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI) device comprising the open ends of at least some of the channels are 
present on the side of the associated channels that faces towards the diagnostic space in 
combination with the remaining limitations of claim 1 above. 

c. With respect to claim 7, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI) device comprising open ends of at least some of the channels are present 
on the side of the associated channels that faces towards the gradient coil in combination 
with the remaining limitations of claim 1 above. 

d. With respect to claim 8, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI) device comprising the cross dimension of at least a part of the channels 
on the side of the associated open ends is maximally 15 mm, preferably maximally 10mm 
in combination with the remaining limitations of claim 1 above. 

e. With respect to claim 9, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI) device comprising the cross dimension of at least a part of the channels 
on the side of the associated closed ends thereof is different from a cross dimension of the 
part of the channels on the side of the associated open ends in combination with the 
remaining limitations of claim 1 above. 
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f. With respect to claim 10, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI) device comprising the cross dimension of the part of the channels on the 
side of the associated closed ends is larger than a cross dimension of the part of the 
channels present on the side of the associated open ends in combination with the 
remaining limitations of claim 9 above. 

g. With respect to claim 1 1, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI) device comprising the proportion between the cross dimension of the part 
of the channels on the side of the associated closed ends and the cross dimension of the 
part of the channels on the side of the associated open ends is at least in the order of 2.5, 
preferably at least in the order of 4.0 in combination with the remaining limitations of 
claim 10. 

h. With respect to claim 12, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI) device comprising the minimum spacing between adjacent channels at the 
location of the associated maximum cross dimension of the adjacent channels is 
maximally 50% of the sum of the associated maximum cross dimensions, preferably 
maximally 35% of the sum of the associated maximum cross dimensions in combination 
with the remaining limitations of claim 1 above. 

i. With respect to claim 13, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a magnetic resonance 
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imaging (MRI) device comprising the dimensions of the channels of the sound absorbing 
channels of the sound absorbing panel are mutually different in combination with the 
remaining limitations of claim 1 above. 

j. With respect to claim 14, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a MRI device 
comprising a sound absorbing panel provided with a radio frequency transmission coil 
system for generating and/or receiving a RF signal in the diagnostic space in combination 
with the remaining limitations of claim 1 above. 

k. With respect to claim 1 5- 1 6, the claims have been found allowable due to its 
dependency on claim 14 above. 

1. With respect to claim 17, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI) device comprising the sound absorbing panel is built up of a number of 
abutting, preferably glued-together sub panels in combination with the remaining 
limitations of claim 1 above. 

m. With respect to claim 1 8, the claim has been found allowable over the prior art of 
record because the prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI) device comprising the sound absorbing panel is coated between the opne 
ends with a sound-absorbing material having an absorption coefficient of at least 0.5 for 
at lest part of the frequency range between 20Hz and 4000 Hz in combination with the 
remaining limitations of claim 1 above. 
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Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed 06/30/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

1 3 . Regarding claim 1 , Applicant argues that one of ordinary skill in the art would not have 
been motivated to or find obvious to use a concrete sound absorbing damping panel as taught by 
Alphand within the MRI bore. 

14. The examiner disagrees with applicant's argument since the rejection has been modify to 
clarify that the concrete absorbing panel is not substituting Dean's absorbing panel in the MRI 
structure and, instead is merely modifying the existing Dean's structure to have the channels as 
Alphand's panel. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Dean's panel to add channels to said panel for the 
purpose of using an efficient structure to eliminate the noise created in the MRI system to 
comfort the patient and avoid blurring of the image caused by the noise. 

15. Regarding claim 4, Applicant argues that one of ordinary skill in the art would not have 
been motivated to or find obvious to combine Alphand and Dean since Dean is concerned about 
acoustic noise and Alphand is concerned about road noise. 

16. The examiner disagrees with applicant's argument because even though both are concern 
about different types of noise, the concrete absorbing panel from Alphand is not substituting 
Dean's absorbing panel in the MRI structure and, instead is merely modifying the existing Dean's 
structure to have the channels as Alphand's panel to improve Dean's structure and not to change 
the type of noise being corrected. 
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17. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 14-16 have been considered but are moot in 
view that the 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejections have been withdrawn and a new objection as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim has been added. 

18. Regarding claim 19, Applicant argues the following: 'Although Ham does show that 
glass wool is a known material, Ham discloses that the noise-absorbing material |6 should be 
disposed not only outside the bore, but also outside of the main magnet and its cryostat ([0022]; 
Figure 3). Ham provides no motivation to put glass wool inside the bore, i.e., in the patient 
imaging region of a diagnostic scanner. Further, it is submitted that those of ordinary skill in the 
art would not be motivated to place glass wool close to patients. Glass wool tends to generate 
glass fiber dust which can lodge in the lungs and be highly injurious to a human which breathes 
such dust. When glass wool insulation is installed, the installer is strongly warned to wear a 
protective breathing mask, and use gloves. 

19. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 23 1 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Furthermore, it is to be noted that 
Dean's noise reducing means has been modify to change the material of the structure instead of 
the position of it. Also, it is pointed out that the claim language merely states using a sound 
absorbing panel wherein the material for it is glass wool, however it fails to indicate where is 
located. If applicant intends to also locate the absorbing panel inside the bore as disclosed in 
Figures 1-3, it is not clear from the specification of the current application how will the claimed 
invention prevents the fiber dust from getting into the examination area an injure the patient. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DIXOMARA VARGAS whose telephone number is (571)272- 
2252. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday from 8:00 am. to 4:30 
pm.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Diego Gutierrez can be reached on (571) 272-2245. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Dixomara Vargas/ 
Primary Examiner, 
Art Unit 2831 



